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DETAILED ACTION 

This action is in response to an amendment filed 21 September 2006. Claims 1- 
26 are being considered wherein claims 21-23 are currently amended. Claims 
24-26 are new. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 21 September 2006 have been fully 
considered but they are not persuasive. In considering the Applicant's arguments 
the following factual remarks are noted: 

(I) Applicant contends that there is no motivation or suggestion to combine 
the teachings of Acharya and Coupal. 

(II) Applicant contends that the references (i.e. Acharya and Coupal) when 
combined do not teach or suggest all elements of the claim. 

(III) Applicant contends that Acharya does not suggest selecting a 
conversation logic based on a returned service identifier. 

In considering (I), Applicant contends that there is no motivation or 
suggestion to combine the teachings of Acharya and Coupal. In response to 
Applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the references, the 
Examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or 
modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where 
there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary 
skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) 
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and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, 
Acharya discloses employing multicast of packets to determined appropriate 
protocols associated with the services involved in a service discovery process. 
This implies that content comprising the multicast packets undergo a form of 
analysis in order for the protocol of the service to be derived by the service 
discovery proxy. In order to support this analysis as disclosed in the Acharya 
reference, there is sufficient suggestion to incorporate the protocol analyzer and 
protocol database of Coupal. As stated in the previous Office action, one of 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to implement the teachings to 
Coupal in order to save the conversation logic within the database for efficient 
accessing and analyzing of various definition files, (Coupal; column 3, lines 55- 
67; column 4, lines 41-50). 

In considering (II), Applicant contends that the references (i.e. Acharya 
and Coupal) when combined do not teach or suggest all elements of the claim. 
Applicant respectfully disagrees. Applicant argues that selecting the appropriate 
communication protocol to use for communicating with local devices is not the 
same as determining corresponding conversation logic based on the discovered 
service (Remarks, page 7). However, Examiner notes that Acharya discloses 
formatting the service discovery responses based on the discovered service and 
further according to the discovered services' protocols (paragraphs [0032]- 
[0033]). This is contrary to Applicant's assumption, as the selected services 
cannot provide a response to a discovery query prior to being discovered. 



Application/Control Number: 10/066,098 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2153 

Applicant also argues that Acharya does not disclose plugging in the determined 
conversation logic into the node of the workflow definition at run time. Examiner 
additionally notes that Acharya discloses modifying (i.e. plugging in) the 
aforementioned service discovery response so as to provide the necessary 
information enabling the user to utilize the service when it is to be executed (i.e. 
run-time), (paragraph [0031]). Therefore, Acharya suggests that the services' 
associated protocols (i.e. conversation logics) are needed in order for a user to 
properly employ and communicate with the aforementioned discovered service 
and the response is subsequently formatted to adhere to the appropriate 
protocol. As a result, Examiner asserts that the combination of Acharya and 
Coupal teach the elements of the claims as recited by Applicant. Therefore, 
Examiner maintains the rejections as set forth below in the Office action. 

In considering (III), Applicant contends that Acharya does not suggest 
selecting a conversation logic based on a returned service identifier. Examiner 
respectfully disagrees. Examiner asserts that Acharya discloses that the service 
query responses are generated (paragraphs [0037]-[0038]), which are plugged 
with the conversation logics based on discovered services as shown in 
discussing (II), comprise "a list of services" and further containing information 
enabling the requester to utilize the discovered services (paragraphs [0031]- 
[0032]). Examiner asserts it is implied if not inherent in the Acharya reference, 
that the response must contain identifiers for each of the available services in 
order for the services to be listed. Furthermore the services must be identified in 
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some manner in order for the requestor to utilize the appropriate service. As a 
result, Examiner that the references teach the elements of the claims as recited 
by Applicant. Therefore, Examiner maintains the rejections as set forth below in 
the Office action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

Claims 1-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Acharya et al. (US Patent Application Publication 
2003/0140119), in view of Coupal et al. (US Patent 6,931,574), hereinafter 
referred to as Acharya and Coupal respectively. 

In reference to claim 1, Acharya discloses a method for dynamic service 
discovery wherein conversation logic (i.e. protocol) for transmitting a workflow is 
selected dynamically (abstract). Acharya discloses: 

• A method (Figures 5-6) for selecting a conversation logic (i.e. protocol) at 

run-time for a workflow definition that includes at least one node with no 

hard-coded conversation logic, (paragraphs [0017]-[0018]) the method 

comprising the steps of: 
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• When executing the node with no hard-coded conversation logic, 
dynamically discovering a service associated with the node with no hard- 
coded conversation logic (i.e. dynamic service discovery; paragraphs 
[0028]-[0036]); 

• Determining a corresponding conversation logic based on the discovered 
service, (paragraph [0037]); and 

• Dynamically plugging in the determined conversation logic into the node at 
run time (i.e. formatting response; paragraphs [0031]-[0034]). 

Although Acharya discloses substantial features of the claimed invention, the 
reference fails to expressly show maintaining a conversation logic repository that 
includes at least one conversation logic that is external to the workflow definition. 
Nonetheless, maintaining conversation logic repositories were well known in the 
art at the time of invention, as further evidenced by Coupal. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to accordingly modify the 
aforementioned method as disclosed by Acharya. 

In an analogous art, Coupal discloses a method for analyzing and 
interpreting conversation logic (i.e. protocol) in network communications 
(abstract). Coupal further discloses maintaining a conversation logic repository 
that includes at least one conversation logic that is external to the workflow 
definition (i.e. protocol database; Figure 1-item 34; column 8, line 15 to column 9, 
line 35). These modifications to the method as discloses by Acharya would have 
been obvious because one of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated 
to save conversation logic within the database for efficient accessing and 
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analyzing of various definition files, (Coupal; column 3, lines 55-67; column 4, 
lines 41-50). 

In reference to claim 3, Acharya discloses a method for dynamic service 
discovery wherein conversation logic (i.e. protocol) for transmitting a workflow is 
selected dynamically (abstract). Acharya discloses: 

• A method (Figures 5-6) for selecting a conversation logic (i.e. protocol) at 
run-time (paragraphs [0017]-[0018]), comprising the steps of: 

• At run-time, sending a service selection query (i.e. service query) to an 
electronic services platform or other service broker (i.e. service discovery 
proxy), (paragraphs [0028]-[0033]); 

• Receiving a returned service identifier or reference (i.e. response; 
paragraphs [0028]-[0033]); and 

• Selecting a conversation logic from the repository of conversation logics 
based on a returned service identifier, (paragraphs [0037]-[0038]). 

Although Acharya discloses substantial features of the claimed inventions, the 
references fail to expressly show maintaining a conversation logic repository that 
includes at least one conversation logic that is external to the workflow definition. 
Nonetheless, maintaining conversation logic repositories were well known in the 
art at the time of invention, as further evidenced by Coupal. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to accordingly modify the 
aforementioned method as disclosed by Acharya. 
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In an analogous art, Coupal discloses a method for analyzing and 
interpreting conversation logic (i.e. protocol) in network communications 
(abstract). Coupal further discloses maintaining a conversation logic repository 
that includes at least one conversation logic that is external to the workflow 
definition (i.e. protocol database; Figure 1-item 34; column 8, line 15 to column 9, 
line 35). These modifications to the method as discloses by Acharya would have 
been obvious because one of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated 
to save conversation logic within the database for efficient accessing and 
analyzing of various definition files, (Coupal; column 3, lines 55-67; column 4, 
lines 41-50). 

In reference to claim 1 1 , Acharya discloses a system for dynamic service 
discovery wherein conversation logic (i.e. protocol) for transmitting a workflow is 
selected dynamically (abstract). Acharya discloses: 

• A system (Figure 7) for dynamically selecting a conversation logic at run- 
time for a workflow definition that includes at least one node with no hard- 
coded conversation logic (paragraphs [0017]-[0018]), comprising: 

• A workflow engine for processing workflow definitions (i.e. processing 
module; Figure 7-item 730; paragraphs [0028]-[0033]); and 

• A dynamic conversation logic selection mechanism (i.e. service detector 
module; Figure 7-item 720) for receiving a service identifier that is 
associated with a service at run-time and based thereon for selecting a 
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conversation logic for interacting with the service at run-time, (paragraphs 
[0034]-[0038]). * 

Although Acharya discloses substantial features of the claimed invention, the 
reference fails to expressly show maintaining a conversation logic repository that 
includes at least one conversation logic that is external to the workflow definition. 
Nonetheless, maintaining conversation logic repositories were well known in the 
art at the time of invention, as further evidenced by Coupal. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to accordingly modify the 
aforementioned method as disclosed by Acharya. 

In an analogous art, Coupal discloses a method for analyzing and 
interpreting conversation logic (i.e. protocol) in network communications 
(abstract). Coupal further discloses maintaining a conversation logic repository 
that includes at least one conversation logic that is external to the workflow 
definition (i.e. protocol database; Figure 1-item 34; column 8, line 15 to column 9, 
line 35). These modifications to the method as discloses by Acharya would have 
been obvious because one of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated 
to save conversation logic within the database for efficient accessing and 
analyzing of various definition files, (Coupal; column 3, lines 55-67; column 4, 
lines 41-50). 

In reference to claim 2, Acharya shows the method wherein the step of when 
executing the node with no hard-coded conversation logic,. dynamically 
discovering a service associated with the node with no hard-coded conversation 
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logic includes the steps of: determining a service based on a service selection 
rule (i.e. service discovery based on registry; paragraphs [0028]-[0030]); 
receiving a service reference (i.e. response; paragraphs [0032]-[0034]); and 
wherein the step of determining a corresponding conversation logic in the 
conversation logic repository based the discovered service further includes the 
steps of using the service reference to determine a conversation logic for the 
determined service, (paragraphs [0035]-0039]). 

In reference to claims 4 and 15, Coupal shows the wherein each conversation 
logic is associated with at least one service, (Figure 4-item 60) 

In reference to claims 5 and 16, Coupal shows the method wherein the 
conversation logic is for the exclusive use of a given composite service, (column 
1 0, line 20-column 1 1 , line 31 ) 

In reference to claims 6 and 17, Coupal shows the method wherein the 
conversation logics is shared by two or more composite services (Figure 4-item 
60). 

In reference to claims 7 and 18, Coupal shows the method wherein the 
conversation logic is not defined in the workflow at process definition time (i.e. 
protocol definition file does not already exists; column 10, line 20-column 11, line 
31). 
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In reference to claim 8, Acharya shows the method further comprising the step 
of: interacting with a dynamic service discovery mechanism (i.e. service detector 
module; Figure 7-item 720); and dynamically discovering services, (paragraphs 
[0035]-[0038]). 

In reference to claims 9 and 19, Acharya shows the method further comprising 
the step of: performing late binding of the conversation logic at run-time, (i.e. 
dynamic; paragraphs [0031]-[0034]). 

In reference to claims 10 and 20, Coupal shows the method wherein the 
repository is one of a single central database and multiple distributed files, 
(Figure 1-item 34; column 8, line 40-column 9, line 13). 

In reference to claim 12, Acharya shows the system further comprising: d) a 
source for services; wherein the source discovers services-based on a service 
selection rule; wherein the dynamic conversation logic selection mechanism 
(DCLSM) selects appropriate conversation logic from the conversation logic 
repository based on a discovered service, (paragraphs [0028]-[0037]). 

In reference to claim 13, Acharya shows the system wherein the source for 
services is one of a service broker (i.e. service discovery proxy), a service 
marketplace, an e-services platform, a company, and an entity, (paragraphs 
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In reference to claim 14, Coupal shows the system wherein only services that 
have a conversation protocol compatible with one of the conversation logics 
available in the repository are selected, (i.e. protocol definition already exists; 
column 1 0, line 20-column 1 1 , line 31 ). 

In reference to claim 21 , Coupal shows the conversion logic repository 
comprises plural conversation logic, and wherein determining the corresponding 
conversation logic comprises selecting one of the plural conversation logic 
based on the discovered service, (i.e. protocols selected based on definition 
constructs; column 12, line 38-column 13, line 42); and Acharya shows the at 
least one conversation logic comprises a specification of operations to be 
performed on the determined service (i.e. how to employ the service; paragraph 
[0038]). 

In reference to claim 22, Coupal shows the conversation repository comprises 
plural conversation logic, and wherein selecting a conversion logic comprises 
selecting one of the plural conversation logic (i.e. protocols selected based on 
definition constructs; column 12, line 38-column 13, line 42); and Acharya shows 
the at least one conversation logic comprises a specification of operations to be 
performed on the determined service (i.e. how to employ the service; paragraph 
[0038]). 
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In reference to claim 23, Coupal shows the conversation logic repository 
includes plural conversation logic, and wherein the dynamic conversation logic 
selection mechanism selects one of the plural conversation logic that is 
associated with the service, (i.e. protocols selected based on definition 
constructs; column 12, line 38-column 13, line 42); and Acharya shows the at 
least one conversation logic comprises a specification of operations to be 
performed on the determined service (i.e. how to employ the service; paragraph 
[0038]). 

In reference to claim 24, Acharya shows the at least one conversation logic 
comprises a specification of operations to be performed on the determined 
service (i.e. how to employ the service; paragraph [0038]). 

In reference to claims 25-26, Acharya shows the at least on conversation logic 
comprises a specification of operations to be performed on a service identified 
by the returned service identifier (paragraphs [0031]-[0032]). 
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Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of 
time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire 
THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is 
filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory 
action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory 
period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory 
action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will 
the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to LaShanya R Nash 
whose telephone number is (571 ) 272-3957. The examiner can normally be 
reached on 9am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Glenton Burgess can be reached on (571) 272-3949. The 
fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is (571) 273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 



free). 



LaShanya Nash H 
Art Unit, 2153 /' 
November 29, 2006 





